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19 Yankee Atomic Electric Company, CLI–96–01
(January 16, 1996).

20 The Licensee spent $610,000 on the four
activities in the fourth quarter of 1995, which is
approximately 25 percent of the estimated total cost
for these four activities. See Letter dated February
15, 1996, from Russell A. Mellor to Morton B.
Fairtile.

21 Petitioners claim that the NRC erroneously
found on February 2, 1996, that the request for
emergency relief was moot in part. Petitioners assert
that the Licensee continues to unlawfully ship low-
level radioactive waste and that on January 29,
1996, the Licensee stated that it is considering
whether to conduct seven activities, in addition to
the nine evaluated by the staff’s November 2, 1995,
letter. The February 2, 1996, letter of the staff and
this Decision explicitly denied Petitioner’s request
to prohibit shipment of low-level radioactive waste,
and made no finding that this request is moot. The
February 2, 1996, letter and this Decision explicitly
state that Petitioners’ request for emergency relief
regarding the remaining four contested activities
was moot because those activities had been
completed before the submission of the Petition.
Nonetheless, both the February 2, 1996 letter and
this Decision found that those four activities were
permissible, prior to approval of a decommissioning
plan, under the pre-1993 interpretation of the
Commission’s decommissioning regulations.
Neither the staff’s February 2, 1996, letter, nor this
decision address the seven activities which the
Licensee states it is now considering. The staff will
address those activities in a supplemental Director’s
Decision, as required by the Commission’s order of
February 15, 1996.

would be preferable to another.19

Accordingly, the staff concludes that the
Licensee’s shipment of low-level radioactive
waste will not demonstrably affect the
methods and options available for
decommissioning.

In view of the above, the shipments of low-
level radioactive waste between October 1995
and July 1996, before approval of a
decommissioning plan, is permissible under
the pre-1993 interpretation of the
Commission’s decommissioning regulations.

B. The five contested activities will neither
individually nor collectively substantially
increase the costs of decommissioning.

YAEC estimates the cost of shipment and
disposal of all low-level radioactive waste
between the October 1995 issuance of CLI–
95–14 and the scheduled date of completion
of the hearing in mid-July 1996, to be $6.5
million, or approximately 1.75 percent of the
estimated $368.8 million total
decommissioning cost. It would be
speculative to conclude that the
decommissioning method proposed by
Petitioners, SAFSTOR, would be less
expensive. There is no evidence that the
Licensee’s shipments will increase
decommissioning costs or that continued
storage of the waste will decrease the
ultimate costs. Thus, the staff concludes that
YAEC’s shipment of low-level radioactive
waste will not substantially increase the costs
of decommissioning.

Petitioners erroneously contend that the
cost of shipments of low-level radioactive
waste could be reduced by postponing the
packaging and shipment of low-level waste,
presumably because some waste may decay
to levels such that the volume of waste which
will require shipment would decrease. Delay
will not significantly reduce the volume of
waste shipped because the waste is not
segregated by the radioactive isotope
involved, and some of the radioactive
isotopes involved have very long half-lives,
i.e., nickel-63 has a half-life of 100 years.
Cobalt-60, which has a half-life of 5.27 years,
was the isotope selected by the Petitioners to
postulate a reduction in waste volume.
Moreover, delay could possibly increase
decommissioning costs because shipping and
burial costs may increase.

The Licensee estimates costs for the five
activities contested by Petitioners to be $6.5
million for shipments of low-level waste
between October 1995 and July 1996 and
$2.4 million for the four other contested
activities,20 for a total of $8.9 million, or
2.1% of the $368.8 million estimated total
decommissioning costs. There is no evidence
that these activities will give rise to
consequences that will increase the total cost
of decommissioning. Accordingly, the five
contested activities will not substantially
increase decommissioning costs, either
individually or collectively.

C. Petitioners’ Request for an Inspection
and Inspection Report Was Granted.

Petitioners’ request for reinspection of
Yankee Rowe to determine compliance with
CLI–95–14 and for issuance of an inspection
report was granted. NRC Region I inspected
the Yankee Rowe facility for a second time
on December 5–18, 1995, to determine
compliance with CLI–95–14. NRC Inspection
Report No. 50–029/95–07 was issued January
31, 1996. The Inspection Report concludes
that the Licensee’s activities were conducted
in accord with the specifications of the staff’s
November 2, 1995 letter. The first inspection
was conducted in October 1995, before the
provision of technical guidance or criteria to
assist the Region in determining compliance
with CLI–95–14. Subsequently, the NRC staff
issued its letter of November 2, 1995,
evaluating the nine activities, all of which are
permitted by CAN v. NRC and CLI–95–14, as
explained above.

Petitioners claim that the January 31, 1996
Inspection Report merely repeats the staff’s
erroneous interpretation of the Commission’s
decommissioning standards, and thus
constitutes no relief. The inspection report
explicitly states that the nine activities
evaluated by the staff’s November 2, 1995
letter were inspected and that the Licensee
limited the scope of its work to those
activities. Petitioners’ disagreement with the
staff’s conclusion that the nine activities are
in compliance with CAN v. NRC and CLI–
95–14 does not constitute denial of
Petitioners’ request for an inspection and an
inspection report to determine compliance
with CAN v. NRC and CLI–95–14.

IV. Conclusion

For the reasons given above, Petitioner’s
request that shipments of low-level
radioactive waste be prohibited is denied,
and Petitioners’ request that four other
activities be prohibited is moot.21

Additionally, Petitioners’ request for an
inspection of Yankee Rowe to determine
compliance with CLI–95–14 and an
inspection report was granted.

As provided by 10 CFR § 2.206(c), a copy
of this Decision will be filed with the
Secretary of the Commission for the

Commission’s review. The Decision will
become the final action of the Commission 25
days after issuance, unless the Commission
on its own motion institutes review of the
Decision within that time.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland this 22nd of
February, 1996.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
William. T. Russell,
Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.
[FR Doc. 96–4683 Filed 2–28–96; 8:45 am]
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Notice and Order Accepting Appeal
and Establishing Procedural Schedule
Under 39 U.S.C. 404(b)(5)

Issued February 23, 1996.
Before Commissioners: Edward J. Gleiman,

Chairman; W.H. ‘‘Trey’’ LeBlanc III, Vice-
Chairman; George W. Haley; H. Edward
Quick, Jr.

In the Matter of: Oquossoc, Maine 04964
(William Cummings, Petitioner).

DOCKET NUMBER: A96–11
NAME OF AFFECTED POST OFFICE:

Oquossoc, Maine 04964
NAME(S) OF PETITIONER(S): William

Cummings
TYPE OF DETERMINATION:

Consolidation
DATE OF FILING OF APPEAL PAPERS:

February 20, 1996
CATEGORIES OF ISSUES

APPARENTLY RAISED:
1. Effect on postal services [39 U.S.C.

§ 404(b)(2)(C)].
2. Effect on the community [39 U.S.C.

§ 404(b)(2)(A)].
After the Postal Service files the

administrative record and the
Commission reviews it, the Commission
may find that there are more legal issues
than those set forth above. Or, the
Commission may find that the Postal
Service’s determination disposes of one
or more of those issues.

The Postal Reorganization Act
requires that the Commission issue its
decision within 120 days from the date
this appeal was filed (39 U.S.C. § 404
(b)(5)). In the interest of expedition, in
light of the 120-day decision schedule,
the Commission may request the Postal
Service to submit memoranda of law on
any appropriate issue. If requested, such
memoranda will be due 20 days from
the issuance of the request and the
Postal Service shall serve a copy of its
memoranda on the petitioners. The
Postal Service may incorporate by
reference in its briefs or motions, any
arguments presented in memoranda it
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previously filed in this docket. If
necessary, the Commission also may ask
petitioners or the Postal Service for
more information.

The Commission Orders

(a) The Postal Service shall file the
record in this appeal by March 6, 1996.

(b) The Secretary of the Postal Rate
Commission shall publish this Notice
and Order and Procedural Schedule in
the Federal Register.

By the Commission.
Margaret P. Crenshaw,
Secretary.

Appendix
February 20, 1996

Filing of Appeal letter
February 23, 1996

Commission Notice and Order of Filing of
Appeal

March 15, 1996
Last day of filing of petitions to intervene

[see 39 C.F.R. § 3001.111(b)]
March 26, 1996

Petitioner’s Participant Statement or Initial
Brief [see 39 C.F.R. § 3001.115(a) and (b)]

April 15, 1996
Postal Service’s Answering Brief [see 39

C.F.R. § 3001.115(c)]
April 30, 1996

Petitioner’s Reply Brief should Petitioner
choose to file one [see 39 C.F.R.
§ 3001.115(d)]

May 7, 1996
Deadline for motions by any party

requesting oral argument. The
Commission will schedule oral argument
only when it is a necessary addition to
the written filings [see 39 C.F.R.
§ 3001.116]

June 19, 1996
Expiration of the Commission’s 120-day

decisional schedule [see 39 U.S.C.
§ 404(b)(5)]

[FR Doc. 96–4596 Filed 2–28–96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7710–FW–P

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD

Proposed Collection; Comment
Request

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
requirement of Section 3506(c)(2)(A) of
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
which provides opportunity for public
comment on new or revised data
collection, the Railroad Retirement
Board (RRB) will publish periodic
summaries of proposed data collections.

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether
the proposed information collection is
necessary for the proper performance of
the functions of the agency, including
whether the information has practical
utility; (b) the accuracy of the RRB’s
estimate of the burden of the collection
of the information; (c) ways to enhance

the quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (d)
ways to minimize the burden related to
the collection of information on
respondents, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.

Title and Purpose of information
collection: Aged Monitoring
Questionnaire: OMB 3220–0178.

As outlined in 20 CFR 219.3(b), once
a claimant establishes entitlement to an
annuity under the Railroad Retirement
Act (RRA), the RRB may ask that
annuitant to produce evidence needed
to decide whether he or she may
continue to receive an annuity or
whether the annuity should be reduced
or stopped.

The RRB utilizes Form G–19c, Aged
Monitoring Questionnaire, to monitor
select aged annuitants. Use of the form
assists RRB efforts to discover
unreported deaths and also to determine
if an aged annuitant is able to manage
their own affairs. One response is
requested from each respondent.
Completion is voluntary. Minor
editorial and reformatting changes to
Form G–19c have been proposed.

Estimate of Annual Respondent Burden

The estimated annual respondent
burden is as follows:

Form No(s)
Annual

re-
sponses

Time
(min)

Burden
(hrs)

G–19c ....... 10,000 6 1,000

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR COMMENTS:
To request more information or to
obtain a copy of the information
collection justification, forms, and/or
supporting material, please call the RRB
Clearance Officer at (312) 751–3363.
Comments regarding the information
collection should be addressed to
Ronald J. Hodapp, Railroad Retirement
Board, 844 N. Rush Street, Chicago,
Illinois 60611–2092. Written comments
should be received within 60 days of
this notice.
Chuck Mierzwa,
Clearance Officer.
[FR Doc. 96–4648 Filed 2–28–96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7905–01–M

Proposed Collection; Comment
Request

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
requirement of Section 3506(c)(2)(A) of
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
which provides opportunity for public
comment on new or revised data
collections, the Railroad Retirement

Board (RRB) will publish periodic
summaries of proposed data collections.

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether
the proposed information collection is
necessary for the proper performance of
the functions of the agency, including
whether the information has practical
utility; (b) the accuracy of the RRB’s
estimate of the burden of the collection
of the information; (c) ways to enhance
the quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (d)
ways to minimize the burden related to
the collection of information on
respondents, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.

Title and Purpose of information
collection: Employee Non-Covered
Service Pension Questionnaire; OMB
3220–0154.

Section 215(a)(7) of the Social
Security Act provides for a reduction in
social security benefits based on
employment not covered under the
Social Security Act or the Railroad
Retirement Act (RRA). This provision
applies a different social security benefit
formula to most workers who are first
eligible after 1985 to both a pension
based on whole or in part on
noncovered employment and a social
security retirement or disability benefit.
There is a guarantee provision that
limits the reduction in the social
security benefit to one-half of the
portion of the pension based on
noncovered employment after 1956.
Section 8011 of P.L. 100–647 changed
the effective date of the onset from the
first month of eligibility to the first
month of concurrent entitlement to the
noncovered service benefit and the RRA
benefit.

Section 3(a)(1) of the RRA provides
that the Tier I benefit of an employee
annuity will be equal to the amount
(before any reduction for age or
deduction for work) the employee
would receive if he or she would have
been entitled to a like benefit under the
Social Security Act. The reduction for a
noncovered service pension also applies
to a Tier I portion of employees under
the RRA where the annuity or
noncovered service pension begins after
1985. Since the amount of a Tier I
benefit of a spouse is one-half of the
employee’s Tier I, the spouse annuity is
also affected by the employee’s
noncovered service pension reduction
of his or her Tier I benefit.

The RRB utilizes Form G–209,
Employee Noncovered Service Pension
Questionnaire, to obtain needed
information from railroad retirement
employee applicants or annuitants
about the receipt of a pension based on
employment not covered under the
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